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I n this paper I am going to study one of the least favorite works of the Second Icono- 
clasm, which has been entirely neglected up to now because of its derivative and sec- 
ondary nature. Since this work is a florilegium, its fate is understandable for obvious 
reasons: if nothing else, florilegia are usually treated as the poor relatives among the 
manuscript sources for a given work. Furthermore, an Iconophile florilegium of the 
ninth century which mainly consists of short fragments from earlier texts (such as the 
works of Basil or Gregory of Nyssa), which are transmitted by scores of manuscripts, can 
be rightly denied any further treatment. Yet, a publication of the transcribed text of the 
Iconophile florilegium of Nicetas of Medicion, along with a study of its sources and its 
possible connections with other Iconophile florilegia, may lead to interesting suggestions 
and conclusions. 

Chronologically, the Iconophile florilegium of Nicetas of Medicion ({ 3 April 824) 
must be one of the latest in a row of collections of Iconophile ypjoeic. The production 
of Iconophile florilegia started with the partly preserved (in Latin) florilegtum of the 
Roman Synod of 731;' continued with the three florilegia of John of Damascus;? and 
culminated with the enormous compilation of the year 770, which was carried out by the 
anonymous author of the Adversus Iconoclastas,* probably in Rome. The compiler of the 
year 770 seems to have collected in a single manuscript all the earlier Iconophile florile- 
gia, including the anthology of Greek quotations on which the Latin florilegium of the 
Roman Synod of 731 had been based, the florilegia of John of Damascus, and other less 
important ones. In the year 774/5, this florilegium was copied/incorporated along with 
other theological works and anthologies in a very extensive dossier that was deposited in 
the library of St. Peter in Rome.* Codices Parisinus graecus 1115 (fols. 235-283", a. 1276, 
henceforth P)°? and Venetus Marcianus graecus 573 (fols. 2-26, tenth century, henceforth 


'See A. Alexakis, “Codex Parisinus Graecus 1115 and Its Iconophile Florilegium,” Ph.D. thesis (Oxford 
University, 1991), 29-34. For this synod see W. Hartmann, Die Synoden der Karolingenzeit im Frankreich und in 
Italien, Konziliengeschichte, ed. W. Brandmiiller, Reihe A: Darstellungen 6 (Paderborn, 1989), 40-41. 

“These florilegia are appended to each one of the three Iconophile sermons of John of Damascus (CPG 
8045 [see below note 13]), edited by B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damascus, vol. III, Contra Imaginum 
Calumniatores Orationes tres. Patristische Texte und Studien 17 (Berlin-New York, 1975), 144-200. 

°This work appears in PG 96, cols. 1347-1361c, and PG 109, cols. 499-516. 

*Alexakis, “Codex Parisinus Graecus 1115,” 94-101. 

See J. Munitiz, “Le Parisinus Graecus 1115: Description et arriére-plan historique,” Scriptorium 36 
(1982), 51-67. 
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V)® preserve partly overlapping parts of the 775 apograph, while codex Mosquensis Hist. 
Mus. 265 (fols. 142-241, tenth century, henceforth M),’ has copied another apograph of 
the 770 anthology.® It seems also very likely that the Seventh Ecumenical Council made 
use of another copy of the 770 florilegium and of the florilegia of John of Damascus.® 
During the Second Iconoclasm, the Patriarch Nicephorus I must have had access to a 
copy of the 770 florilegium that belonged to the line of transmission represented by M.’° 
I skip, for the time being, Theodore of Studios, who in his letters and works seems to 
ignore the collection of the year 770, and I come to the florilegtum of Nicetas of Medi- 
cion. It seems convenient to start my study with the technical information and the tran- 
scription of the text, and in the second part of this paper I will treat a number of ques- 
tions related to this anthology. 

Codex Vaticanus graecus 511 preserves in folios 66’-68" a small collection of Iconophile 
excerpts,'! which, according to the lemma, was compiled by Nicetas of Medicion.'* This 
florilegium consists of twenty-seven fragments which cannot lay any claim to textual per- 
fection and is followed by another group of eleven fragments under the lemma Ilepi tod 
UN GLVOLKELV TOIs alpetiKots (fols. 68°-69). The compiler gives some lines—those which 
directly support the Iconophile case, usually less than the original fragment as it appears 
in PV or M—and does not go to the trouble of quoting the work from which the frag- 
ment comes. He simply cites the name of the author and the passage, and in some ex- 
cerpts he adds his own comments. 

I give here all twenty-seven fragments along with an apparatus criticus, which includes 
the variants or sometimes the whole passage as it is transmitted by PV or M. Ina second 
apparatus I give the identification of each passage, for which I have kept the CPG» 
numbers and quoting standards, supplemented by BHG when necessary."* I also provide 
the reference of each passage in the PG (or any other edition if not in PG), and in the 
Mansi edition of the Seventh Ecumenical Council.!® Needless to say, the spelling and 
punctuation of the original manuscript has been retained. 


Sigla: 

N: Vatecanus graecus 511 

P: Parisinus graecus 1115 

V: Venetus Marcianus graecus 573 
M: Mosquensis Hist. Mus. 265 


6See E. Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum Codices Graeci Manuscripti, 11 (Rome, 1981), 476-78. 

7See Vladimir (Archimandrite), Sistematiceskoe opisanie rukopise; Moskovskoj sinodal’noj (patriarset) biblioteki, 1 
(Moscow, 1894), 226-30. 

8 Alexakis, “Codex Parisinus Graecus 1115,” 102-12. 

*Tbid., 145-251. 

0Tbid., 252-53. 

11See R. Devreesse, Codices Vaticani Graeci, 11, Codd. 330-603 (Rome, 1938), 364-65. The part of the 
manuscript that contains the florilegium of Nicetas dates from the eleventh century. 

12See H. G. Beck, Kirche und theologishe Literatur im Byzantinischen Reich (Handbuch der Altertumwissenschaft 
XII/2, 1 = Byzantinisches Handbuch 11/1) (Munich, 1959), 496. 

\3Clavis patrum graecorum, vols. II-IV, ed. M. Geerard (Turnhout, 1974-80). 

\4 Bibliotheca hagiographica graeca, 3rd ed., ed. F. Halkin (SubHag. 8a) (Brussels, 1957). 

157. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, 31 vols. (Florence-Venice, 1759-98), vols. 
XII and XIII. 
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CODEX VATICANUS GRAECUS 511 


folio 66" 
TOD OOLOV TATP(OS) NUOV (Kai) OLOAOYNT(Ov) Nukjt(a) ToD Mnédiktou 
EKAO(YN) TE(Pl) T(H)s (Ov) AYi(WV) ELKOVOV TPOOKVVTOEWS: 
1. 
] Mov tod aytov ano(otoAov) Téetpov: 


EV TH LOTOpta TOD LapTtupiov TOV ayiov IlavKpati(ov) Eotiv 
OVT(Ws): TEKV(OV) LMONO: EEEVEYKE THV ELKOva TOD K(Upi)ov 
NUOV L(Noo)v x(Ptoto)v: KAT EvtTOT(W)OOV AvTHV Ev T(0) 
fol.67 = nvpyio«(w): tva id6vtEc, Ent nAE(Ov)// miotEvo(W)olv: OPOvtEc 
6 T(OV) TONOV TII¢ HOPO(Tc) AdT(OV), KAI DNd6UVNOLV AaLBAaV(wW)oL 
T(@v) Tap’ NW Ets AVtTOVS KNPvYOEVT(Ov). 


P: fol. 254” 

1 Dovin—3 ovtw<: Ek tod Biov tod ayiov iepopdpt(vpoc) nayKpatiov P 5 post tva add. tSwotv oi Aaoi 
TOLAV LOPoHV AvEAGBEV O V(10)¢ TOD O(E0)d- Kai P Op@vtec—6 avt(ov) Pom. post Kai add. Eni nAgov 
P vnm6pvnow AauBav(M)ot: AaLBavMot Thy yv@o.w P 7 Hiv: nudv P. 


BHG 1410a, b, n, 
Ed. H. Usener, Kleine Schriften, IV (Berlin-Leipzig, 1913), 418. 


ae 
] Kal TOD ayiov Gno(otoAov) Mav(Aov) A€yovt(oc)- © AVENTOL 
YOAATAL: tig DUGG EBGoKa(t supra lin.)ve th GANnOeia, ph} 
me(Bea0a1: otc Kat’ 6MBOALOD, i(noov)c x(ptoto)¢ MpoEypdon 
EOTAVP(W)U(EVO). 


P: fol. 281"; M: fol. 160°" 
1 Koi—d€yovt(og): Ex (Ng) Mp(OG) YaAGtas EntotoAns P; TGA 6 adtdG Ev T MPdc YOAGTAC ELOTOAT 
gpnoiv M 3 post npoeypaegn add. év bpiv PM 4 Eotavp(w)u(Evos): ot(av)povpevos P. 


Gal. 3:1. 


J (OD) AyYU(OV) Stov(vot)(Ov)- Et S& td¢ GnELPatvobdcac 
ELKOVOYPAPLAG ITLAGOLTO Tic: GvatEeOfvar ta OTMS AioYpPa 
LOPOLATA T(Aic) BeoELséoL KOI GyYLWTATALC SLAKOOLNOEOLV, 
ANOXPN TP(Oc) AVT(Ov) Ein(Elv)- Ws SittdG EoTL Tic LepGc 

5 Expavtoptacs 0 Tpdn(0c)- O (Ev), WE ELKOG 514 T(Hv) OUO{(wv) 
lEPOTOM(MV) ELKOV(Wv): O 5(e) (a) t(@v) GvopLot(wv) 
LOPPOTOL(Wv): Elc TO TAVTEAES OMEOLK(OG) Kai dnEeL@atv(wv) 
TAATIOU(EVOS). 


P: fol. 256; V: fol. 8 

1 tov—6tov(voi)(ov): ToD adtOdD Ek Thg Epi Od(pavi)ov Lepapyfas Adyou P, tod ayiov Atovuciov tod 
apeonayit(ov) waptupiat eic Tag avtis ayiag Kai iepic Eikévac V (f.6) 2 post tig add. aidetobar 
AEyov PV 3 popauata: poppoywata PV Veoedséo1: -o1v V 4 éott:-1w V 5 post ouot(wv) add. npotav 
PV 7 pnoppornou(Gv): wopponoiidv V mavtedés: -AG>o PV dmeork(oc): Emeorkds P dneppaiv(wv): —ov V. 
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CPG 6600, Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, De coelesti hierarchia, 
PG 3, col. 140B-—c. 


4. 
l TOO aytov ABava(ctov): Ov’ MG BEDS TAs ELKOVASG TPOOKLVODHEV 
Ol TLOTOL’ LT] YEVOLTO WOTEP OL EAANVES: GAA(A) HOV(OV) (Tv) OXEOLV KAT 
Tnv) Ayannv Thy Tpdc T(OV) YAPAKTHpa THs ELKOvVO (sic) EupaviCou(ev). 
P: fol. 253% 


ltob—cd8ava(ciov): tod avtod EK Tig TPdG avtioyov SodKa SiLAAEEEWS Kal EpHTHOEMs KE(PAAaLov) 
pac 3 (hv) om. P post yapaxtiipa add. tod npoom@nov P eixdvo: -o¢g P 4 EupaviCou(ev): —iCovtec P. 


CPG 2257, Athanasius Alexandr., Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem, 
PG 28, col. 6214. 


5. 
] KOI TAAL: O YOOV TPOOKULV(V) THV ELKOVA TOD PacLAEMc: Ev 
ADT MPOcKvvEt (Ov) PaotAéa: N yap EKetv(OVv) LOPPN’ Ka TO 
E150, EOTLV T ELKOV. 
sequitur scholium Nicetae: toivov kai 0 mpookvv(@v) TV 
5 elkova 100 ¥(ptot)ov, Navtms év adti TPOoKvvET T(dv) 
x(pLoto)v: 1 yap Exeiv(ov) open Kai 10 Eidoc, Eotiv T ELKOV. 


P: fol. 253”; V: fol. 8°; M: fol. 239°-240 

1 Kai nGALV: TOD aAdtOD Ek TOD K(aTa) dpetavev P, aBavaciov tod ayLotat(ov) ap(yVETLOK(OTOV) AAE- 
Eavipetac éx tov AOY(Ov) TOV Kata apEeLtavev V, tod ayiov APavactov ap(xL) ExtoK(o)m(ov) Adeéav- 
5pelac ék Tod tetaptov AGyov Kata Aptav@v M 6 yotv—3 eikaov om. V 1 tod BactAewc om. PM. 


CPG 2093, Orationes contra Arianos 11, 
PG 26, col. 332B. 
Mansi XIII, 69c; 273A. 


6. 

l Tod ay(ov) Baci(Aetov). eE1d0(v) pardpdtep(ov) Ent tic 
DuEtépas t(Ov) TAAALOT(TV) YEYPAL(EVOV) ELKOVOG: 
KAavod1(@)o(av) Saipov(Eec): Kal viv Toic ToD LAPtLPOS EV DELIV 
CpLlote{ais TANTIOMEVOL: EyYpAPEoO(w) 1(@) Tivak1 Kat O T(@v) 

5 NOAALOLAT(@v) AYWVOBETHS X(PLOTO)<. 
sequitur scholium Nicetae: opdate Ott oi Satpovec LOvot 
KAatovot Kai GAiBovtar Sp@vtec ta T(Ov) ayi(@v) avdpayabhwata 
Ev (dic) Eikdo1 ypa~dpEva: ot 5€ A(vVOpwr)o1 OL\KOSOLODVTAL 
Kai doEGCovo1 Tov O(E0)v. 


P: fol. 247"; V: fol. 9°” 

Itod—faou(Aevov): tod ayiov Bactrei(ov) extoKdn(ov) Katcapet(ac) KannadoKet(ac) Laptuptar NEPL 
TOV EV TOIC Gyiolsg OiKoIs ELKOVMV P, tov) avt(OV) EK T(OV) EtC BapAady tov paptupa, V €150(v): 15@ 
PV 2 yeypap(évov): yeypaupévov PV 3 kai viv om. V Ev viv om. P ante Ev DLV transp. Aplotetatc 
V_ post mAnttOpevor add. preyouévn TAAL abvtoic } yeip Kal vikdoa Setkvdo8m P 5 x(ptoto)c: 
O(Eo)c V. 
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CPG 2861 Basilius Caesariensis, In Barlaam martyrem (BHG 223), 
PG 31, col. 489 A-B, 
Mansi XIII, 80c—D. 


7. 
fol. 67" Kai nda: 611 Bacireds A€yetar Kai nH (00) // Baoiléws 
2 eEik@v: 516 KOI 1 THC ELKOVOG TIN, ETL TO TP(M)TOTOTOV 
diaBpatver: 


sequitur scholium Nicetae: novi dé Kai 0 at1WGC(w@v) t(HV) 
elkova atiwdaCer T(Ov) Ev AVTH ypa~dopEev(ov). 


P: fol. 248"; V: fol. 3° 

1 kai nGA.w: om. P, t(ov) avt(ov) Ek T(OV) TPOG AUMLAOYLOV TEP AYLOV TV(EVUATO)S KEPAAaLOV tn V 
6ttL om. V dtt Bacirevs om. P 2 post eikov add. kai ov 500 Paotreic, ovte (O0d5E V) yap TO KPatOg 
oyiCetar, obte (ovdE V) 7 56Ea StapepiCetoar, PV wo yap | KpatoDoa NU apxn Kai T EFovoia uia, 
OVTO KaL N TAP’ NLaV SoSOAOYia pia Kal ov ZOAAAT. solus P 610 Kat: 616t1 PV. 


CPG 2839, De spiriiu sancto, 
Ed. B. Pruche, Basile de Césarée Sur le Saint-Esprit, SC. 17bis, (Paris, 1968), 45.15-16,19-20. 
Mansi XIII, 69D-E. 


8. 
] TOD) AV(tOv): OBEV KAI TODS YAP(A)KTHpAs Kal E1KOvas T(MVv) 
Cy(@v) TH tTovadtn 5d6EE1 T1U(O) Kal TPOGKVV()- TODTO yap 
TrapedsdO8n EK (Ov) Ayi(@v) ATOOTOA(@V): KAT OD K(@)ALTE(OV) 
GAN’ Ev Mdo(A1C) T(Oic) EKKANOTAIS NuU(wv) T(NV) TOLADTHV 
5 AVAGTHAODE(EV) Lotopit(av). 


P: fol. 247°; M: fol. 223°%, 
TOD AVTOD EK TIS ENLOTOATS Thc TPOG LOVALAVOV TOV PaolAéa Kai rapaPatnv P, “ExiotoAn tod dciov 
T(aTtPO)s Hud BaoiAEiov mpoc IovAtavov tov napaBatnv M 

.. . OBEV Kai TODS YAPAKTHPAG TOV ELKOVOV AUTOV TLLO KAL TPOOK VV: Kal KaT EEGipETOV TOVTO TapaAs- 
cdouévov Ex te (te om. P) tdv ayto@v GrootOA@v Kai ODK AnnyopevuEvVOV: GAA’ Ev andoats (Tacatc P) 
TAG EKKANOLALG NLO@V TODTHOV AVLOTOPODHEVOV. 

Cf. Mansi XII, 1066c.2—4/p.4-8: 

... EV TH EXLOTOAT TOD ayiov BaoidEeiov tH mpdc TovAtavov tov napaPdtnv Eupépetar: .. . 610 Kai 
TUG LOTOPiAs TOV ELKOVOV ALTOV TLLO KAI TPOOKLVG PavEepc. tobto yup napeddOn EK TOV Gyiwv dno- 
OTOAMV, KAT OD KWAVTEOV: GAA’ EV NAOALS TALc EKKANOLALSG NU@V THv AVTO@V GvactnAO DEV Lotopiav. 


CPG 2900, Epistula 360, 
Ed. Y. Courtonne, Saint Basile, Lettres, III (Paris, 1966), 220.11-15. 
Mansi XII, 1066c-p; XIII, 72&-73a. 


9. 

] TOD AYL(OV) YpNyopton tc) W(E)Y(AANs) apu(Eviac) (Kat) avti 
t(wv) EDA(@v) EnnEe tov ot(avpo)v Ev LEG(W) (TC) 
olKou(Eevyc): (va ot E8108Evt(EC) TPOoKvV(Etv) Ta ECAG St(a) 
ATs) TOLADT(Ns) ovvnPEtac TLotedo(M)o1 TPOGKVV(Etv) (OV) 

5 OT(AVPO)V KAL THV ENAV(M) AvOp(w)z6LOpEe(oVv) EtKO6va. 
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M: fol. 238 
1tov—apy(eviac): Ek ToD Laptvptov Tod aytov [pnyoptov dppeviag M 2 énnge: Emgev M 4 tc) om. 
M 5 post ot(avpov) add. avdtod M. 


CPG 7547.(2) Agathangelus, Historia Armeniae, Versio Graeca, (BHG 712), 
Ed. G. Lafontaine, La version grecque ancienne du livre Arménien d’Agathange (Publications de !’Insti- 
tut orientaliste de Louvain 7) (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1973), 202.9-13. 


10. 
] TOD A(yLOv) YP(Nyoptov) tod Bavpwa(tovpyov). ot UN 
MPOOKVVODVT(EC) T(OV) TiLL(OV) OT(AD)POV TOD K(VPL)OD HU(@v) 
UnNo)ov x(p1oTt)oOv- KAT THV EV ELKOOL LOPYHV ADT(ODV) 
K(ATa)OTACOLEVOL Ms O(E)ov GAaPK(W)OEVTOS KAT ODY Ws 
5 av(Opar)ov wiAod: avabEeLA EotTWOAV KAI THS T(@v) YPLOTLAV(@v) 
— OpnoKetac GAAOTPLOL. 


P: fol. 251%; V: fol. 3 

l1tob—Savpa(tovpyov): Tov) avd(tov) d6poc ovvodikdc P, tod aytwtatov [pnyopiov tod Savuatovpyod 
opoc ovvodiK(0c) V 2 t(ov)—o(tavpo)v: tov otavpdv TOV Titov PV nu(@v) om. PV 3 Ti év eikdot: 
mV ayiav Ev etkovt PV 5 Kkai—6 GAAOTpLOL om. PV. 


Locum non inveni.'® 


11. 
] TOV G(yLOv) ypNn(yopLov) Tod BEOAD(you): tattnv id0DCa: Kat 
yap Nv cePaouta N Eik@v: anHAO(Ev) EvODsG Kal DEac NttTHU(EVN) 
Osc COvta: AioxvvOE1oa T(Ov) TEBvEe(W)TA. 


P: fol. 248; V: fol. 3°-4 

1tod—8E0A6(you): Tod Gyiov yprnyopiov tod PEoAdyou Ek TOV ENMV MEPL APETIS AOyOU Kal Eic TOAE- 
uwaova P Tpnyopiov t(ov) e0Ady(Ov) EK T(OVv) MEPL APETIS K(AL) Eig TOAEU@VA AOyOoU: V tavtHV: TADT 
P 2 n eEtkov om. PV 3 teOve()ta: yeypappevov PV. 


CPG 3035, Gregorius Nazianzenus, Carmina moralia, 
PG 37, 738, 
Mansi XIII, 13B-c. 


12. 
I KO NAA: elnep GYYEALKOV AGLTPO@OPia: Kai PaLdpdtnys: Stav 
TULODVTAL 6(M)LATIKAC: OOUBOA(OV) Opa TODTO TIS KATE 
pv(oLVv) adt(@v) KaBapPdtNtO<. 


'6Compare, however, quotation III 129 from the third Iconophile florilegium of John Damascene: Tic 
Gyiag Kai olKovpeviKis TéuntHs GvvdS0v GvabepatLOLOc LB’ Ei tig dvtinolElto1 Oecdsmpov tod daoefov<¢ 700 Mo- 
yoveotiac tod einévtos GAAOV eivat tov Bedv Adyov Kai GAAOV tov XpLotOv NO TABOV WoYLKOV KOL TOV TIS GAPKOG 
ExOvuLdv EvoYAODMEVOV Ki TOV YELP6VOV KATA LLKPdV yoPLCSpEvov Kai odtws EK TpoKOTs Epyav BeAtiM@eVta 
Kai éx moAteiac Gudpov KatAOTAVTA, > WAdv GvOpwnov PartioOfVval Eig Gvoua MATPdG KOI VLOD Kal ayiov 
nvevpatos AaBvta. Kai vioGecias GELMEFVvaL Kai Kata icdtHtA BAOLALKTIG EiKdvOG Eig TPSGWTOV TOD BEOD AGyou 
TpookvveroG8a1, avadeua Eotw. = Kotter, Die Schriften, III, 195-96. 
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CPG 3010.25, In laudem Heronis Philosophi, 
PG 35, col. 1200.17-20. 


13. 
] tod) vbdo(N>): EiSov NOAAAKISC ETI ypagiic Eikova nAG0UC Koi 
OvK AdsaKpovtt Thy GE(av) TapHAGov: Evapydc tis TEXV(NS) 
ayovo(Ns) thy Lotopiav. 
P: fol. 251 


1toD vbdo(Ns): Tod ayiov ypnyopiov Extokdnov vions EK TOD TEpi GBEd6tmTOG AGYOU Kai Eic TOV GBpadp P 
post eixéva add. tod P 2 post téyv(n¢) add. bn’ dytw P. 


CPG 3192, Gregorius Nyssenus, De dettate Fil et Spiritus Sancti, 
PG 46, 572c, 
Mansi XII, 10668; XIII 9c-b/117a. 


14. 
1 Kai avOic: olde yap Kai ypagh o(w)nAoa Ev toLy(@) AGA(EiV): 
KQL TA LEYLOTA MMEAEIV. 


P: fol. 251%; V: fol. 4"; M: fol. 239¥, 

lkai adOic: t(ov) adt(ov) EK THs AVt(OV) Epunvet(ac) P Pdoxer te adtdg K(a1) Ev etépw ywpiw V, tod 
ayiov [pnyopiov tod Nvong e€ic tov Gytov pdptvpa BactAioxov M év toiy(@) om. PVM Aad(civ)—2 
Kat om. M. 


CPG 3183, De Sancto Theodoro, 
Ed. G. Heil—J. P. Cavarnos—O. Lendle—F. Mann, Gregorii Nysseni Sermones, Pars II, X.1 (Leiden- 
New York, 1990), 63.12-13. 


15. 
] TOV XP(VOOOTOLOV): EYM Kat THY KNPOXvT(OV) Hyannoa ypagiv 
evoefetac EveKa TenAnp(M)u(Evnv): eidov yap &yyeN(ov) év 
ELKOVL EAADVOVTA PapBGp(wv) OTN. 


P: fol. 252; V: fol. 11°; M fol. 228% 

Itov Xp(voootopov): Tod avdt(ov) [Tod ayiov Tmdvvov 10d Xpvoootépov-: M] éK« 00 OYOV OTL TAAALAG 
Kal KaLVis StaBtKNS Eig 6 VowobétN¢: VP [éott add. M] Kat etg 10 Evdvpa tod tepéws PM, nydrnoa 
post ypagpry transp. VM 2 évexa om. PVM post nexAnp(@)u(evnv) add. ovoav M 3 OTHHN: tien 
V, veon M. 


CPG 4192, Severianus Gabal., Homilia de Legislatore, 
PG 56, col. 407. 43-46. 
Mansi XIII 9A/300D/3 24c. 


16. 
l (Ov) av(tov): Evdvpa yap PaoiAKk(dv) Ev DBpio(nc), t(dv) 
TOVTO EvdvOU(EVOV) DBpPiCEetc: OK Oidac Stl Ev ElK6va 
fol. 68 Bacidarxiv bBpions cig 16 p(w) t6tUM(OV)// Tic actac 
avapéepp(erc) thy KBpiv, odK oldac Sti Eav Eic Eikéva tic Ti 
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5 and EDAOv: OY’ Wc ELS GYLYX(OV) VANV TOAUHOUS KpivEetat: GA 
Ws Kate Baoi(AEwc): Eik@v 52 6AM PEpovOU Thy Eavtic bBptv, 
Elc TOV) BaoL(AEa) aveyer. 
sequitur scholium Nicetae: névtwc Kai 1 EiK@v TOD ¥(ptoTt)Ov 
vBpiCou(Evn), Ets t(Ov) x(pLoto)v Gvagéper thy VPptv. 


V: fol. 17%; M: fols. 228" (=M1), 235™” (=M2) 

It(od) avt(ov): ToD avtOD [TOD Xpvooctdpov M2] Eig thy rapaPoAnyv t(ov) ondpov VM2, tod avt(ov) 
EK Th EpuNnvetac tic TapapoAns tod ondpov MI yap om.VMI1M2 (ov) 2 tobt0 Evdudu(Evov): od TOV 
éevbedvupevov VM1M2 3 BaoiAikiv: BaotAéwso VM1M2 10: tov MIM2 4 dvagépp(etc): pépetc V, —1¢ 
MI1M2 ot1—5 ovy’: 61 Ev (tHV add. MI/ tic add. M2) eixova thv ano EDAov 7 ANd avdptdvtos YAAKOD 
(om. M2) kataovpet (katactpyc M1) tig (om. M1) ody’ 5 Kpivetat:—ooi M1 6 post Baou(Aews) add. 
Kexwpiopevynv V, Kexpnévoc M1 eikav: eikéva VMIM2 odws om. V post dAws add. Baoiiéwc 
VMIM2, etiam yapaKxtnpa in margine manu recentiori M2 7 avayeu: Gyn M1, evayn M2. 


CPG 4209, Severianus Gabal., De sigiliis sermo, 
PG 63, col. 544.7-15. 
Mansi XII, 1066£-1067A. 


17. 
l TOD) ADT(OD)* TOAAGG TOAAAKIC E18(OV) EiK6vac: Kai ypagéac 
EDEQOALUNV, ¥P(O)Laot tHv GANPEtav LWwoOvU(EVONUG). 


P: fol. 252; V: fol. 11’; M: fol. 235° 
It(od) avdt(ov): ToD avdt(ov) [EK (Ov) Adyou (Ov) add. V] Eic t(Tv) TecoapakooThy Kal nEpt pEeTAVvOtacG 
PV, tov avt(ov) EK TOD AdYOU Tis TecoapaKooTiic M. 


Locum non invent. 


18. 
] TOD) AVT(OV): KA YAP Ev SAKTLAT(MV) OMEVdOOL: KAT EV 
EKNOUAGL KAL PLAAGLC: Kal Ev BaAAGU(WV) TOL(YoIS) KAT 
NAVTAYOD, THV Eikdva Thy ayiav Eexetv(nv) dvexapatav ToAAot. 


P: fols. 251%-252; V: fol. 47; M: fols. 228°-229 

1t(0d) adt(ov): t(ov) ay(tov) ta(avvov Xp(voootopov) Ek TOD Adyou Etc MeAétiov ExtoKonov AvtLO- 
vetas Kal Els Th GNOVSTV TOV OvVEAB6vtMV: P, tov EV AYLOIG T(ATP)OSG NHOV LMAVVOV T(OV) YPVGOGTOLOD 
EK T(OV) AOYOV T(OV) MPOG HLEAETLOV ENLOK(0)T(OV) AVTLOYEtAS K(AL) HAPTUPG EV @ K(AL) Els THY omOVvdNV 
TOV OvVEABOVTOV V, TOD ADTOD EK TNS ENLOTOAT(S Thc MpOG MeAEtLOV Exioxonov M post yap add. Kat P 
ovevddol: o~evddvats P, opevddvns V, —@veg M 2 Exnapact:-tv PVM Kai gidAatcg om.PVM. 


CPG 4345, Iohannes Chrysostomus, De S. Meletio Antiocheno, 
PG 50, col. 516, 23-26. 
Mansi, XIII 8c-D. 


19. 
] TOD adT(Ov): Hv S& Kai TO EkTON(M)pLa (OD) Ayiov TADAOD, EXOV 
Ev eikovi, EvOa d&vernaveto di(a) THY TOD o(O)WaTtoOSs doBEvELaV. 
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P: fol. 252” 
ltov avt(ov): EK TOD Biov TOD Gyiov LM(AvvoVv) TOD YpvooOTOLOD P ayiov: avTOD aNOOTOAOD P Exav: 
—ov P. 


CPG 7979, Georgius Alexandrinus, Vita S. Iohannis Chrysostom: (BHG 873), 
Ed. F. Halkin, Douze récits byzantins sur Saint Jean Chrysostome, SubsHag 60, (Brussels, 1977), 142. 


20. 
] TOD ayi(ov) Exupa(viov): un y(ap) 0 Baotrém@s Exov Eikd6va 500 
Eyer Pacireic; GAN 6 Baclreds Eic EOTL KAI LETH THS ElKOvOC. 


P: fol. 261% 

TOO aytov éxipaviov: Mh yap Bacideds Exywv eixdvo, 560 Pacireic Eloiv, GAA’ 6 Paotreds eic Eott K(at) 
HETA TIS ELKOVOG: TOD) AVTOD: Ka yap Kai ol PaolrEic 61a TO EXELV ELKOvas OD S00 Eloi BaclAcic, 
GAG Bacireds cic odv TH eiKévt. 

Compare also Mansi XII, 1067D2-5 

NAA TOV aytov ‘Enipaviov Kwvotavtias tig Konpov: un yap et Baoireds éyer eikéva, 500 eto Baot- 
Aeic; obpevovv: 6 Pactreds Eig EoTL Kai [ETE Tig ELKOvOC. 


CPG 3745, Epiphanius Constantiensis, Panarion, (Adversus Haereses), 
Ed. K. Holl, Panarion, GCS 37 (Leipzig, 1933), 12.10. 
Mansi XII, 1067p. 


21. 
] TOV ayi(ov) KvptAA(ov) GAeEavd(pErac): GAAG Kai t(@v) 
EKKANOL OV) TA CYLA OKEDN ENdpAG, Eig KTHOLV td{av énoinoe: 
KQL TOG ELKOVAC bE TAS ayias Ths EV T(AIG) AD(TAIC) 
EKKANOI(ALS) LotaW(EVac), KaTEPOAE Kal TUPI Tapédaxe. 


P: fol. 253; V: fols. 2°-3; M: fol. 161° 

Itov—oaAeFavd(perac): Tod) adt(ov) éx« (0d) [Sevtépov Adyov tov add. V] Kat& [twv add. V] aipe- 
T(LK@V) TOV KAT atyuTtov exioKénwv. PV,om. M t(@v) om. M 2 éndpac: énapetv P éndpar V xKthow: 
xpjow PVM ante xpfovv transpos. téfav PV éxoinoe: ét6Aunoev PV 3 S& om. PV tac Gyiac om. 
PVM 4 xatéBadre:—ev VM, xatéotpewe P. 


Locum non invent. 


22. 

] TOD adt(ov): Eidov Ey(@) K(atd) Toix(Ov) Ypagiv: KOpTV 
EvabAODGGY T(O1c) OKGpLAOL, Kai obK (in margine dextera usque 
ad 4 yap) ddaxputi t(7Wv) Oéav Katartevod. K(ai) adO(1c). 

TAVTA YAP LOL MPOECEvio(EV) N Ev totx(W) ypagr 5(1G) 
5 XP(@)watovpytacs thy avépetav venyoup(Evn) thc UGptvpoc. 


P: fol. 253; V: fol. 2; M: fol. 239” 

[tod avt(ov): Tov) AdT(Od) Ex TOD Adyov Tod eig Wapt(v)p(ac) B Ep totvov 6 tpiopaKdpioc GANOG<> 
Kat dra Pontos etc EvoePErav KUpLAAOG, 0 yeyovas kata Katpods Ths GAcEavdpéwv ExxAnotac extoxonoc 
EV TO AOYH TH Eig UGpTLpAs V, KupiAAov ap(xEtioK(0)m(ov) AAeEavdpetac e1c THv OoLaV Laptupa M 
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éy@ om. P totx(ov):—ov PV ypagnv:—¢o PV 2 post oxGppact transpos. K6pnv PVM 3 K(ai) avO(t¢): 
om. PV, xai pet oAtya M 4 ydp: dé PV pot op. M xpoeéEvic(ev): npovgevnoev PB, mp0ogé— V ev— 
Ypagn: Ev torxyoypagn P, evtvxyoypagn M. 


Locum non invent. 


23. 
1 AEovti(ov): EL ODV T(0d) o(TAV)pov T(Ov) TOM(OV) 
TPOOKvV(OD)U(EV) ELKOVA TOD a(taAv)poOV TOLODVTES EF OLAOODV 
VANS, TOD O(tavpw)OEvtOs TH ELKOVG, NHS LN TPOOKLVT|O(W)UL(EV). 


Locum non invent 


24. 
1 TOD AYL(OV) AVAGTAGL(OV)* WOTEP O TAPOLV(Wv) Ec ELKOVA 
Baci(AEeas) TiUL(w)piav dixatas DdtoTATAL, Ws ALDTOXPNLA BaoLAEa 
CTILGOAG, KAL TOL THS ELKOV(OG) OLSEV EtEP(OV) ODO(NS), 7 
EDA(ov) Kal ¥p(@)pLa(ta), TOV) AVT(OV) TPON(OV) KAT O T(OV) 
5 TOM(OV) TOD TIVOS ATUAC(@v) Eic AdT(dv) Exetv(ov) OD 
O TONOG (EOtIV) AvadepEer THY VBptv. 


P: fol. 261; V: fol. 4°—5 

1 toD—dvaoctact(ov): tT(ov) avdt(ov) EK (HCG) mp(Oc) LvpEdva Eni(oxonov) Pootpav TEpLlexovod TEpi 
oaBBatov P, Avactaciov t(ov) aytwtat(ov) extoKOm0v DEovMOAEWS ENLOTOAN TPOG OLUEWV ETLOK(O)- 
T0(v) Bwotpns nepiéxovoa nept caBBatov: V, post @onep add. yap PV etc eixéva: év etkdvi PV 2 
dukatw>s:—av PV dofotatar: extotatat PV 3 post toi add. ye PV 4 post xp(@)pa(ta) add. Knp@ 
WELLyLEeva, Kal avaKkeKpaypeva PV 6 (eotiv) om. PV. 


CPG 6954, Anastasius I Antiochenus, Ad Symeonem Bostrensem (fragmenta), 
PG 89, col. 14084 
Mansi, XIII 56£&—-57a. 


fol. 68" XtedG(vov) Béotpwv:// ndoa EiK(Ov), EX OvOLATL K(VPLO)V, 7] 
2 ayyéAov, 7 TPOdHtoOVv, 7 GnO(OTOAOV), T] UAPT(VpPOG), 7 SiKatov 
ayia éotiv ob yap 76 EVA(OV) TPOOKDVETTAL, GAA’ O Ev T(A) 
EOAW LVNLOvEevOU(EVOS) Kal BE(w)p(OD)W(Evos) KAT TLL(@)U(EvOS) 
5 Kal TPOGKDV(0D)U(EVOC). Kai ADO: EVANS OdV EveKa Ev Tai) 
ELK6OL yp(G)Oovt(AL), KAI TLL@VTAL, KAT TPOCKVVODVTOL OL 
CLYLOL WG SOVAOL TOD O(EO)v. 


P: fol. 263°-264; V: fol. 12’-14, 

CPG 7790, Stephanus Bostrensis, Contra Iudaeos fragmenta. 

For the fragment see A. Alexakis, “Stephen of Bostra: Fragmenta contra Iudaeos (CPG 7790),” 
JOB 43 (1993), 48, note 16, text in pages 52 lines 11-13 and 55 lines 45-46. 

Mansi XII, 1067p—1070b. 


26. 


1 TOD GyU(ov) Lvu(ewvos an —Ewv?) tod Ev TH Oavp(AoTH) Oper: Et 
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ELKOVOG PaclA(EmMs) EvoBpiCou(Evnc) Davat(w) EFaro1(@)> KaL 
NAVOAEOPIH T(APA)STSOVTAL OL TODTO ENLYELP(ELV) TOAUM@VT(Es), 
TMOG(NS) Gpa GELo1 ELoiv K(a)tAd{K(NG), Ol Els TT) ELKOVa 

TOD VLOD TOD O(E0)v Kal Tic Tavay(pav)t(ov) B(Eoto)KOV PETE 
MAo(NS) dvardetas TODTO TOLODVTES. 


P: fol. 264'~; V: fol. 12, 

1 tov—6pet: T(ov) ay(tov) OvHE@VOS TOD Eig TO BavpAoTOV Spos EK TIS ENLOTOATS T(A¢) TEUdBet(oN<) 
TOG TOV Baotléa, ‘Tovoti(viavéev P Louewv t(ov) otnAttov t(ov) ev TH Savuacta dper ex (Ns) Em- 
OTOATS TH NEUPBELONS TPO Tov PaolAéa Iovotivov V et om. PV 3 x(apa)dsidovtar: rapadisoc8a1 PV 
Ol—TOAUOVT(EC): TODS TODTO EmtyEtpetv TOALOVTAs PV 4 post K(a)tadix(nc) add. cic dndActav PV 5 
TAaVaX(pav)t(ov): navaytac PV 6 post dvatdsetac add. cai doeBeiac Kai 61a 16 DnEpBGAAOV KaKOV ODK 
eyo Tt Eimetv PV toto noLlodvvtEs: tToLadta TetoAUNKOTES PV. 


CPG 7366, Symeon Stylita Junior, Epistula ad Iustinum iuniorem, 
PG 86.2, 32174 
Mansi XIII, 1614-B. 


27. 
] THS AYIAs KAL ovvdd(ov): év TLoOL T(@v) GENT(OvV) E1K6V(WVv) 
YP(A)oaic Avds SaKTOA(M) TOD TPOS(poLoV) SErKvb"(EvOC) 
EYXAPATTETAL. 


P: fol. 263”; V: fol. 15°; M: fol. 239, 
I ti¢—ovvod(ov): Ek TOV KAVOVOV TOV CLVEADOVTMOV T(ATEPw)v Ev TH EK GLV6SH: KaVaV ny” P [ex 
add. M] tic aytac (a1) [om. M] oikovpevixiic Extng ovvddov VM, post duvdc add. 76 PM. 


CPG 9444, Concilium Trullanum anno 692, quinisextum dictum, canon 82 (= Mansi XI, 977E) 
Mansi XII 10794/1123E; XIII 40£/220c. 


accedit scholium Nicetae: 
TO CENT(OV) SE TAVIMS, KAI TPOGKDVNT(6V)* ODTOL NAVTEG OL 
GyLoL Kai BEoddpor T(ATE)pES TU(WVv), Ol T(WV) An(OOTOAWV) 
61G60x(01) Kal Ths ExKAnoias SiSGoKaAO1, Gytas Kol oEntAc Kai 
lepas Kal oeBaopt(ac) tis EiKdévac t(@v) Gyi(wv) ®VOUAC(aV): 

5 Ol 5E VbV YEvdSoASyoL Kal T(7¢) GANBEfac ExOpoi- o1 wLapoi Kai 

CKAGAPTOL, LLApPds Kal dKabdptove, Kai EiSMAG ar)TAC 
OneKdAeoav: Evavtta t(@v) ayi(w@v) n(atep)ov hu(@v) 
SSGOKOVTEG. 


etiam additamentum Nicetae: N: fol. 69”: 

Tavta p(ev) mv(evpat)ikol Nu(@v) dd(eAdot) EK MOAA(wv) OALYa 
OvAAEEaVTESG, EK TEPLKOTs, Eypawau(ev) uv év ovvtOU(@): 
oddé yap nv Svvat(dv), odte navtAs TOdE BEtovc T(atE)pas 
LVNLOvEvO(AL), OVt(E) (Sic) TAS BiBAOUS Adt(Gv) Kat THC 

5 HOpTtuplas Kai Tac xYPo(Etc) TAATUTEPMS Yp(G) yar: GAN So(ov) 
HOv(Ov) t(Ov) V(odv) Du(@v) Sieyeipar eic tv tod K(vP10)v 
ayan(ny) cal €ynte dnoroytav npdg tods énepwtavtacs DuGc, 
TE(pt) ts Ev NULv EARSOG. 
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The present transcription of the florilegium has made clear, I hope, its rather me- 
dium to bad quality. ‘The omissions and misreadings of the archetype are numerous, and 
it seems that their source was the original florilegium of Nicetas, since N is a manuscript 
written by a rather good and competent scribe. This situation speaks in itself about the 
difficult circumstances under which the compilation was presumably carried out. 

In the additamentum of folio 69" the compiler tells us that he copied his florilegium 
from another one or perhaps from more than one collection. In doing so, (a) he omitted 
whole works or passages included in his original (€« nepikonts E€ypayapev . . . ovd€ Yap 
HV Sovatov nvtac tods Seiovg matépacs Uvnuovetoar ... ), and (b) he gave in abridged 
form the quotations he finally copied (eypayouev vp Ilv Ev ovvtOu"o . . . OTE (Hv Svvatdv) 
tac BiBAOUSs avtTMV Kal TAG LaptUpiac Kai Tac YPTOELS TAATUTEPwS ypayar). Note also the 
strange use of the word BipAoc: it is the object of the verb ypayou (nAatUtTEpws) along with 
the waptupiac and yproetc. 

Furthermore, a recapitulation of the above data may lead to some useful conclusions. 
The numbers in parentheses refer to the above list. 

There are only two quotations (12 and 23) that N does not share with any other 
source (mss. and the Mansi edition). I would suggest that the extract 23 is a substantially 
altered fragment of the Contra Iudaeos Orationes v (fragmenta) of Leontius of Neapolis (P: 
fols. 266°-269"; M: 171°-177). I have not been able, however, to find any direct corre- 
spondences between 23 and the Contra Judaeos of Leontius, except for two vaguely simi- 
lar instances. 

Only one quotation in N provides a somewhat more extended text than any other 
source: it is quotation 10, whose desinit is as follows: dvd8ena Eotwoav Kal Tg TOV XPLott- 
av@v OpnoKetas GAAStpLOL. Both V and P stop at avd0epa éotwoav. However, the rest of 
the sentence is a standard expression at the end of Conciliar anathemas; here an addition 
by the compiler himself seems likely. 

Many of the quotations had also appeared in the acta of the Seventh Ecumenical 
Council. (nos. 5-8, 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, 24-27). Three of them are featured only in the 
small florilegium that was included in the epistula Synodica"’ of the year 785 addressed by 
Pope Hadrian I to the emperors Constantine VI and Irene (nos. 16, 20, 25). The Greek 
translation of the original Latin Synodica was read during the second session of the Sev- 
enth Ecumenical Council. For quotation 16, N provides a corrupt version of the Greek 
text on which the Latin translation in the Synodica was based.'® The case of quotation 25 
is more complicated and I need not discuss it here.'® Quotation 20 is the most interesting 
for our study. Compare the texts: 


(A) P fol. 261” tod adtod (= ’Exipaviov): Kai yap Kai ot Paotreic dia 10 EXEL 
EiKvac, Od 500 Eictv PaclAEic, GAAG BACLAEDS Etc ODV TH ELKOVL. 


(B) The original text of the Latin translation in the Synodica of Hadrian I as 
preserved in the Libellus Synodalis of the Paris Synod of 825 (MGH, Concilia 2, 
9),20 534.34: Item sancti Epiphanii episcopi Constantiae Cypri: Etenim impera- 


17Mansi XII, 1055a-10718. The florilegium in 10664-10708. 

18Mansi XII, 1068B-c. 

'9See my article “Stephen of Bostra: Fragmenta contra Iudaeos (CPG 7790), a New, Edition,” JOB 43 
(1993), 45-60. 

20Fd, A. Werminghoff, Aevi Karolini 1,2 (Hanover-Leipzig, 1908), 473-551. 
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tores pro eo quod habent imagines, non duo sunt imperatores, sed imperator 
unus cum imagine. 


(B1) Mansi XII 1069a: Item sancti Epiphani Constantiae Cypri: Numquid enim 
et imperator pro eo quod habet imaginem, duo sunt imperatores? non sane; 
sed imperator unus est etiam cum imagine. 


(C) P. fol. 261%: Tot aytov Entpavtov: un yap Baoirevs Exav eixkdva 600 Baciretc 
ELOLV, GAA’ 6 BaoliEeds Etc EOTL KOI ETE Tic ELKOVOG. 


(D) N. fol. 68: Tod aytov ‘Exigaviov: un yap 0 Baolléws Exov Etkova, S00 EXEL 
Baoireic; GAN’ 6 Baotreds Ec EoTl KO LETH TIS EiKdvOC. 


As can be seen, P provides not only the Greek original (A) of the Latin translation (B 
and B1)*' of this fragment, but also the Greek retranslation of the same passage (C). It 
is striking that N displays a version (D) that is much closer to the Greek retranslation 
(C) than to the Greek original (A). The same also happens with quotation 8 (Basil, 
Epistula 360, above p. 183). Therefore, P and N are the two basic sources that 
transmit the Greek retranslation from Latin of an original Greek fragment in three in- 
stances.*? 

Next I may examine some other significant extracts that N on the one hand, and P, 
V, and M on the other have in common. Gouillard first mentioned quotation 10, placing 
it among the rare Iconophile passages.”? This is not the only one. Quotations 17, 21, and 
22 belong to the same category. Despite its attribution to John Chrysostom, I have not 
been able to locate quotation 17 in any of Chrysostom’s works, even with the help of the 
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae. Yet it appears in P, V, and M. The same holds true for quota- 
tions 21 and 22. It is also interesting that quotation 21 is incorporated in the early Ico- 
nophile treatise known as Nov0eota yépovtos nEpt tOv Gyiwv Eeikdvov.?4 

The above examples may lead us to the safe conclusion that the Iconophile florile- 
gium of Vaticanus graecus 511 was a limited compilation that was based on the original of 
the Iconophile florilegia of P, V, and M. With this in mind, I proceed with the second 
part of the paper. 


II 


Among the fragments that had been included in the Iconophile florilegium of 770, 
and are preserved by P alone, one can find the text of an extract from the Quaestiones 
Miscellaneae (Loppicta Cythwata) of Hypatius of Ephesus.2> A smaller part of the same 
fragment can also be found in letter 499 of the recent edition of the correspondence of 


*!Note that B, is the text of the translation of Anastasius Bibliothecarius made much later in 873. 

*? Apart from the fragments of Epiphanius and St. Basil, the fragment of Stephen of Bostra belongs to the 
same category. One could object that the Acts of the Seventh Ecumenical Council also contain the same 
passages, but this does not solve the problem of the provenance of other fragments in N that do not appear 
in the Acts of 787 such as, for example, quotations 3, 21, 22, etc., in the above list. 

*8J. Gouillard, “Hypatios d’Ephése ou du Pseudo-Denys a Théodore Studite,” REB 19 (1961), 64. 

*4Edited from M (fols. 142-171") by B. M. Melioranskij, Georgij Kiprianin i Ioann Ierusalimlianin, dva maloiz- 
viestnych bortsa za pravoslavie v VIII viekie (St. Petersburg, 1901), xxviii. 

*° Edited from the codex Parisinus graecus 1115 by F. Diekamp, in his “Analecta Patristica,” OCA 117 (Rome, 
1938), 127-29 (CPG 6806). 
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Theodore the Studite by G. Fatouros.”° Letter 499 is addressed to a certain Nicetas mona- 
zon, who appears only once in the corpus edited by Fatouros.?’ The monazon is unknown 
from any other source.*® Fatouros, following Dobroklonsky, dates the letter to the period 
821 to 826.”° In this epistle, Theodore “evaluates” the dogmatic correctness of this sup- 
posedly Iconophile fragment of Hypatius that was included in a BiBAfov sent to him by 
Nicetas. The name of Hypatius is not mentioned, and it was Gouillard who identified 
that purportedly Iconophile fragment in the letter of Theodore in 1961.°° 

The problem I am going to address in the remaining part of this paper is the follow- 
ing: we have seen that the Iconophile florilegium of Nicetas of Medicion was entirely 
based on the archetype of PV and M (or rather on a copy of it). This archetype was one 
of the two sources for the fragment of Hypatius of Ephesus. The second source of the 
same fragment was that Nicetas monazon who sent it to Theodore of Studios, whereupon 
Theodore included a small part of it in his letter 499. On account of these facts can we 
identify Nicetas monazon with Nicetas of Medicion? Gouillard, on the basis of the same 
facts, had already pointed in this direction, but hastened to dismiss the possibility. He 
drew attention to the fact that the short Iconophile florilegium of Nicetas “offre A peu 
pres les mémes éléments que le florilége parisien (viz. P) et partage avec lui un texte de 
‘Grégoire le Thaumaturge,’ trés rare dans la littérature iconodule.” However, he rejected 
that possibility by adding: “Mais que vaut cette attribution?.”*! Was his reservation jus- 
tified? 

If we assume that Nicetas monazon and Nicetas of Medicion are the same person, we 
have to face some problems which might diminish our certainty on the issue. However, 
I am going to put forward a series of arguments in favor of a positive answer, in the 
hope that the identification of Nicetas monazon with Nicetas of Medicion will remain a 
serious possibility. 

Nicetas of Medicion is the recipient of five letters from Theodore the Studite.*? In all 
five letters Theodore addresses Nicetas as abbot (Nikfta nyovpév@). On one occasion, 
Theodore becomes more explicit writing to “Nicetas, abbot of Medicion” (letter 319: 
Nukfta nyouleva@ tod Mndixiov). How is it possible that the sixth letter is addressed to 
a monazon? 


®Theodori Studitae Epistulae, ed. G. Fatouros, CFHB 31/1,2 (Berlin, 1991). References will be made to 
this edition. 

27Letter 499: ibid., II, 737-738. For a summary of the contents and some scholia see ibid., I, 452*-453*. 
The old edition of Sirmond—de la Baune is rather defectively reprinted in PG 99, col. 153’7A-D; see Fatouros, 
ibid., I, 120*-121* for details. 

8Tbid., I, 453*, n. 886. 

°Tbid., I, 453*; A. Dobroklonsky, Prepodobny; Feodor, ispovednik 1 igumen studysky, 1/11 (Odessa, 1913-14), 
II, 479-80. 

°°Gouillard, “Hypatios,” 64. For bibliography on the theological problems, the nature of the text, and the 
different readings provided by the two sources of the fragment itself (cod. Parisinus gr. 1115 and Epistula 499 
of Theodore the Studite), see Fatouros, I, 453*, n. 885. See also the significant article by S. Gero, “Hypatius 
of Ephesus on the Cult of Images,” in Christianity, Judaism, and Other Grecoroman Cults, Studies for Morton Smith 
at Sixty, ed. J. Neusner, part IT (Leiden, 1975), 208-16. 

51 Gouillard, “Hypatios,” 68. 

32Letters 255, 280, 319, 422, 425 of the CFHB edition. See Fatouros, II, 385-86, 420, 462-63, 591, 639- 


41, respectively. 
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We may get some help from the vita of Nicetas of Medicion,*®* written between 829 
and 845°4 by Theosterictos, a disciple of his (hereafter VNM), combined with the letters 
of Theodore to Nicetas. First, however, the establishment of some chronological points 
is necessary. 

According to the editor, the five letters of Theodore the Studite to Nicetas of Medi- 
clon were written on the following dates: 


(a) letter 255: second half of the year 816, 

(b) letter 280: end of 816—beginning of 817, 

(c) letter 319: in the year 818, 

(d) letter 422: beginning of 821, 

(e) letter 452: between the beginning of 821 and the death of Nicetas of Medi- 
cion in April 824. 


As for the letter to Nicetas monazon (499), it is dated from the period between 821 and 
826. 

Let us consider now what stages in the life of Nicetas these dates mark. According to 
his vita, Nicetas’ election as abbot of Medicion was confirmed by the patriarch Niceph- 
orus shortly before the second outbreak of Iconoclasm (§ 24). Since Nicephorus of Medi- 
cion—Nicetas’ predecessor and founder of the monastery—had died, in all probability 
in May 813,* the election of Nicetas must have taken place after that date. In fact, the 
VNM places the installation of Nicetas as abbot before April of 814.°° On Christmas and 
on the day after Christmas of 814, the emperor Leo V summoned the patriarch, his 
bishops, and the Iconophile abbots of the preeminent monasteries and made a first at- 
tempt to persuade them to adopt Iconoclasm. The Iconophiles strongly resisted the em- 
peror (§§ 33-35), and the whole event ended with Theodore of Studios’ exile, the con- 
finement of the abbots in their monasteries, the exile of other bishops to the eastern 
parts or the western islands of the empire, and the forced resignation of the patriarch 
Nicephorus (§ 36). 

After the Iconoclastic Synod of 815 (the week following Easter) the emperor and the 
patriarch Theodotus tried to win over the Iconophiles. The abbots of the major monas- 
teries were recalled to Constantinople, but further efforts to convince them failed and 


“Vita Nicetae Mediciensis, by Theosterictus (BHG 1341), ActaSS Aprilis, 3rd ed., xviii-xxvii. For the sake of 
convenience, references to the vita will be made by paragraph numbers. A second vita of Nicetas by John 
Hagioelites (BHG 1342, K. Doukakes, Megas Synaxaristes, vol. 4 [Athens, 1892], 36-51), does not offer any- 
thing more than the ActaSS version. Note also that the vita has been edited from codex Vaticanus graecus 
1660, folios 366-408 (see Fr. de Cavalieri, Catalogus Codicum Hagiographicorum Graecorum Bibliothecae Vaticanae, 
SubsHag 7 [Brussels, 1899], 155), and not from Vat. gr. 1140, as is indicated in the ActaSS. 

*4See I. Sevéenko, “Hagiography of the Iconoclast Period,” in Iconoclasm, ed. A Bryer and J. Herrin (Bir- 
mingham, 1977), 118, n. 42 (= Ideology, Letters and Culture in the Byzantine World [London, 1982], pt. V). 

See Vita Nicephori Mediciensis (BHG, Novum Auctarium 2297), ed. F. Halkin, “La Vie de saint Nicéphore 
fondateur de Médikion en Bithynie (¢ 813),” in Anal Boll 78 (1960), 400, 424. 

°°VNM (§ 24-25): (Nicetas was ordained) 8v EMLBEDEWS TOV YELPAV TOD Ev Gyioig Nuknpdpov, tod t6te Tov 
Hatpiapyixov Kovotavtivoundrews Katéyovtos Opdvov. (§ 25) "Et 8& évtov TNLOV Eig 70 BuCdvtiov, jpEavto 
yi8upiCecbar t6 doeBh Kal Gcootvyi Kata TAV ceBacHiov ElKévev dinyjpata. The last incident, which has to 
do with the appointment of the committee of Iconoclast personalities such as John the Grammarian, John 
Spectas, and others, is placed after the death of Krum in 14 April 814. See P. Alexander, Patriarch Nicephorus 
of Constantinople (Oxford, 1958), 126 and again VNM § 31. 
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many were imprisoned, Nicetas being one of them (§ 38). In mid-winter of 816, Nicetas 
was exiled to Masalaion in the East, but after five days in exile he was ordered back to 
Constantinople and the emperor allowed him to live in loose confinement (§ 39). 

When Easter of 816 was over, Nicetas was taken back to prison in adverse conditions 
and then the Iconoclasts tried a new means to attract the orthodox: they asked the Ico- 
nophiles to simply hold communion with the patriarch Theodotus. Nicetas was finally 
persuaded by other abbots who claimed that such an action was a kind of dispensation 
(oiKovopia), not a betrayal of image worship, and took communion from the hands of 
Theodotus. Then he was given permission to return to his monastery, but he left Con- 
stantinople with the intention of fleeing to another place and sailed to Prokonnesos (§§ 
42-43). 

Theodore of Studios refers to that event in one of his letters to his brother Joseph 
(222),37 naming Nicetas only by the surname Mnéixiodtn¢.*8 If we are to believe another 
letter of Theodore, Nicetas actually returned to his monastery, where he repented and 
then left.°° So, after Prokonnesos (according to VNM) or after his return to Medicion 
(according to Theodore the Studite) Nicetas went back to Constantinople and stood fast 
by his Iconophile belief in front of the emperor. As a result he was banished to the island 
of Glykeria in the Sea of Marmora (Summer or Fall of 816). There, a certain eunuch 
Anthimos, exarchos of the monasteries on the Marmora islands, did his best to make Ni- 
cetas’ life difficult during the six years (816-821) he lived there, until the death of Leo 
V (§§ 43 and 46). 

Theodore of Studios was very appreciative of the repentance of Nicetas and of his 
defense of image veneration, and in the first two letters (255 and 280) he praised him 
on that account. In letter 280 Nicetas is called a confessor (p. 420.13). The next letter of 
Theodore was sent to Nicetas while the latter was still on Glykeria (March-April 818). It 
is clear that by that time the two men corresponded regularly.*° Theodore informs N1- 
cetas about the death of Theophanes Confessor (12 March 818). At the same time (Spring 
of 818) Nicetas is mentioned in another letter of Theodore to his brother Joseph (333),” 
in connection with his defense of image worship. 

The fourth letter addressed to Nicetas (422) was written soon after the assassination 
of Leo V (Christmas of 820) and it is likely that Nicetas was still in exile, since Theodore 
informs him of the death of Leo V. The emperor Michael II had already made clear that 
not many things were going to change and, in any case, restoration of the icons was not 
to be expected. Hence the tone of disappointment in Theodore’s letter: 6yum¢ kai ovt 
cotpaydons thc GAnOeias obK Eotiv GOpnotc, odvdapL0d avdvnyis (591.10-11), and ov 4é, a) 
iepd KegaAn, (sc. Nicetas) . . . ph GnoArEerac mpocevyouéevy KaTAAAAyHV POdool dvobEev TH 
Aa ToD Ocod... (591.16). 


37 Fatouros, 349.8. 

38Mnodixiotn¢ is also referred to in letters 136, 177, 197, 267, 333, 432 of Theodore Studite. All except 
432 date before 818. 

391 etter 197 written at the end of 816—beginning of 817, Fatouros, II, 120.20-22: iva 6& yiw@oxng, Ott Kat 
6 ProvBovtiic Wonep 6 Mndixidtys avéoenrev: Kai 6 pev Kpateitat, 0 dé GrAvEXMPNGE TH HOVTIS KAGLOV Thy 
Attav... See also letter 267 to Ignatius, bishop of Miletus (395.25-28): . . . nat Sti 6 Mndixiwtn¢ Emryvov¢ 
THV HItav, Kai MpPoAGyNKEV @AoOnkévor Kai petapepéerntar opddpa, wo pEUGOnka, Kai 514, TOVTO PLyaG MYETO, 
uéytotov Setypo petavoiac Kal aperetac EyKatareipac TOs TE OIKELOLG POLTNTALG KO TOG ED PPOVOvoLy. 

40 Fatouros, II, 462.2-3: Bi tod Séyeo0a1 avtiypaga napa tig TILLGTHTOS GOD Mv EMOTEALO, . . . 

41 Ibid., 475.34. 
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The next stage in the life of Nicetas was his recall from exile early in 821, after the 
accession of Michael II to the throne. He did not, however, return to his monastery, but 
spent an unspecified period of time going from island to island in the Marmora sea in 
search of a solitary life and he settled on one of them, where people visited him. Finally 
he bought a small metochion on the Asian coast of the Bosporus to the northeast of Con- 
stantinople and within a short period of time he died on the third of April of 824 (§ 47). 
His corpse was transferred to the monastery of Medicion and was buried there. 

The fifth letter of Theodore of Studios (452) dates from that period,* but it is likely 
to have been written soon after Theodore’s return from exile early in 821. In any case it 
certainly postdates letter 422. In all these letters Theodore addresses Nicetas in very 
warm terms,** and there is no doubt that Theodore valued very much the Iconophile 
credentials of Nicetas. 

Coming to the letter to Nicetas monazon (499), the first thing that strikes one is its 
formality and stiffness. Nicetas is addressed twice in the plural (tig ood tHt0¢ Dud 737.2, 
and DmouivioKouev 6é Kal Thy Dwetépav EupéAetav 738.33—-34) and in a somewhat de- 
tached manner. Furthermore, Theodore admonishes Nicetas to stick to the Iconophile 
doctrine, which is not in accordance with the teachings of Hypatius of Ephesus on the 
subject.*# This admonition would be rather unlikely if Theodore were writing to someone 
of Nicetas of Medicion’s persuasion.*® 


At this point, I repeat that it is fairly certain that a copy of the original of PV and M 
was the basis for the Iconophile florilegtum of codex Vaticanus graecus 511 attributed to 
Nicetas of Medicion in the manuscript. On this assumption I may further suggest that 
during the process of selecting the extracts for his own collection, the compiler came 
across the fragment of Hypatius, but he could not decide whether it was Iconophile or 


*2See Fatouros, I, 420*. 

“Letter 255: thy oo1otntd Gov. . . 0 NATHP Ev TOIg NATPGOL. . . THG NATPLKTIS GOD ayioovvys (ibid., II, 385.3/ 
4/12) kai ol Gpti OMoAoyntat . . . thy Gyiwodvnv Gov (386.22/24). 

Letter 280: th aytmovvy cov. . . ti yap Pidov ovpopas dviapdtepov; . . . | ToD Oeod ExKAnoia eyKkatap6yn- 
OUGE GE TH KATAAGYM TOV EAUTIS OMOAOYNTOV . . . Natep pov (420.2/5/12-13/27). 

Letter 319: tH¢ tL6tTHTIG GOD. . . tiv Ool6mMTE COV (462.2/4). 

Letter 422: 7 Gyiwobvn cov... od dé, @ iep& KEPAAT Kai THs Eufic ODPEVOTNTOS MIAN. . . METH TH AYLWGDVNC 
oov (591.2/16/19-20). 

Letter 452: tf natpixt cov ayiwovvn . .. © nGtep TLdtate (639.2-3/13-14) . .. nmatep aye (641.78). 

“The views of Hypatius of Ephesus on image veneration have been made much clearer by Gero in his 
article “Hypatius of Ephesus.” (see above, note 30). With the help of the correct reading provided by letter 
499 of Theodore the Studite (but not by P, which, obviously, gives a falsified text), the fragment of Hypatius 
reads as follows: “. . . tod¢ iepovds tdv ayiwv Gydvac év ypduuaot pev TEIC lEPOIg AVEVONLEIGBaL StATUTODUEV, 
OVSELLG TAGGEL TO Eq’ Hiv 7 ypaph KabGnae HSd6pevor- ovyywpodueEv Se TOG ANAOVOTEPOLG, ATEAEOTEPOLG AVTOIC 
VRAPXOVOLV, VIO GULPDLODS AdtAV Evaywyiicg KOI Set TH AdtOIc CULLETPYO Ta TOLADTA Ev ELOAYOYNS TPOTM LavOd- 
vevv.” (Fatouros, IT, 737.6-10). As Gero explains (“Hypatius of Ephesus,” 210) “Hypatius commands that 


the deeds of the saints be read from the holy writings. . . . He allows pictorial helps to be used by the simple, 
as a concession to weakness.” Evidently, the Iconophile doctrine is very different from the elitist view of Hy- 
patius. 


45See Fatouros, I, 452*, n. 884. 

*°Concerning the problem of what this BuBAiov was, one possible option is that BiBAfov was the work of 
Hypatius alone. We should not forget that in P the lemma reads as follows: ‘Ynatiov dpyienickénov Egéoov: 
Ek TOV TEpt TovAtavov en Atpapvtiov ovupiktov Cntmmudtov, BiBAtov a’ Ke~adaiov e’. See B. Atsalos, La termino- 
logie du livre-manuscrit 4 Vépoque byzantine, EAAHNIKA, NMAPAPTHMA 21 (Thessalonike, 1971), 74-75. An- 
other meaning of the word is also that of Adyos, treatise or suchlike, that gives the same result concerning 
the format in which Theodore received the text, see ibid., 60. 


196 NICETAS OF MEDICION AND THEODORE OF STUDIOS 


not, so he sent the BiBAtov*® to Theodore of Studios asking for his opinion about the 
fragment. It seems that Theodore’s opinion was finally taken into account and the Ico- 
nophile florilegium of cod. Vaticanus graecus 511 was completed some time after 821 and 
the death of Nicetas of Medicion (824) or the death of Theodore of Studios (826), at the 
latest. However, from the comparison of the five letters of Theodore of Studios to Nicetas 
of Medicion with the one to Nicetas monazon it is difficult to identify the latter with the 
former for the reasons stated above. Here three options suggest themselves: 


(a) Nicetas of Medicion and Nicetas monazon are two different persons, who 
happened to get hold of two different copies of the original of PVM at roughly 
the same time. Though not impossible, this option may be rejected because the 
coincidences—name, timing,*” and manuscript sources—are too many in the 
present case. 


(b) The attribution of the florilegium of codex Vaticanus graecus 511 to Nicetas 
of Medicion is a scribal error, which should be emended to Nixjyta povacovtoc. 
A very poor option, however, since the inscription, of the florilegium (above, p. 
181) is so clear that it leaves little space for doubts, and, in any case, the words 
TOD OOLOV NATPOS NUOV Kai OMOAOYNTOD secure the name. 


(c) The relationship between Theodore and Nicetas must have deteriorated 
after 821.*° To this, one can object that the Vita Nicetae Mediciensis itself has been 
preserved in a manuscript from the monastery of Studios produced in 916 (Vati- 
canus gr. 1660), and possibly represents “eine studitische Bearbeitung des Origi- 
naltextes.”42 Moreover, in the VNM it is stated that at Nicetas’ funeral Joseph, 
the brother of Theodore, was present (§ 48). Still, one cannot but notice the 
following facts: 


The VNM is almost silent about the crucial period between early 821 and 3 April 824. 
Out of all the 49 paragraphs of the vita, ten lines of par. 47 are dedicated to this period. 
If we consider this vita as a “studitische Bearbeitung,” this silence becomes more under- 
standable. But even if we have the original text, something obviously unfavorable about 
the saint has been suppressed. 

In his fifth letter to Nicetas (452)—the only one that possibly dates after 821 ac- 
cording to Fatouros, but should probably be placed after October of 823°°—Theodore 
does not seem to be very happy with the fact that, while at a meeting with other Icono- 
phile clerics and monks at Cape Acritas, he heard Nicetas praising the abbot of the mon- 


47Since Nicetas was in prison or in exile between 816 and early 821, the most convenient period for the 
compilation of his florilegium is after the first months of 821. 

48The same conclusion was reached by E. von Dobschiitz, “Methodios und die Studiten,” BZ 18 (1909), 
81-82. However, the fact that he places the death of Nicetas ca. 820 alone undermines all of his arguments. 
Moreover, he considered only four letters (333, 280, 432, and 538) of which only 280 had actually been 
addressed to Nicetas. Number 538 (written between 821 and 826) refers to an abbot of Medicion, but it is 
not sure that he is our Nicetas (Fatouros, IT, 811). 

49Von Dobschiitz, “Methodios,” 83. 

50[n the rather reliable Vita Theodori Studitae by Michael the Monk (BHG 1754), we are informed that after 
the defeat and execution of Thomas the Slav (October 823), Theodore of Studios settled somewhere in the 
vicinity of Cape Acritas (PG 99, col. 3204). The meeting at Cape Acritas that is mentioned in this letter 
belongs, in all probability, to this period. — 
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astery tOv Magitvov for his Iconophile stance. Later on, however, Theodore was told 
that the abbot of tv Mag wivov did not exactly resist holding communion with the Icono- 
clasts, therefore the praises of Nicetas were simply lies. Furthermore, Theodore con- 
cludes the same letter by letting Nicetas know that he does not like any contact with the 
aforementioned abbot, as long as he remains an Iconoclast (but, at the same time, friend 
of Nicetas) and does not repent. The whole letter sounds like an indirect warning to 
Nicetas to stay away from the abbot of Ma€ivov. Possibly, Nicetas did not act according 
to Theodore’s wishes. 

And last, but not least, the reason for the estrangement between Theodore and Ni- 
cetas might be found in the postexile conduct of Nicetas himself: in the period after 
821, Nicetas, following the practice of other persecuted monks who returned from exile, 
bought a metochion close to Constantinople, where he spent the last days of his life (VNM 
§ 47). Theodore has openly expressed his opinion about that in letter 450 (Toic év Goter 
adehpoic, dated 821-826) addressed to his disciples, but obviously applying to all the 
people in his “party.”°! Here I may cite some lines of the letter: 

(1.7) poBodpat yap Kai e516 Enwcs dpEic ot Ev Goter SiatpiPovtes evpiniot6tepov eic EU 
KtTMOlv Tiva eunéoorte . . . (1.11) dxobdw dnootaciav, wetaBaociav. . . Kai (p. 637, 1.19) yotv 


ETEPOVG AypPovc Gyopaletv, @ thg ABAiacs Lov oYXTIs: RHs Ev tobTOIS Od oTevaEW ... (1.25) 
OVvAi TO YovaLaCovtL, Odal TH SOLADSODAY, Oda 1 eh, 6g @vNOGpEVOS Gypods Kai GunEAG- 
VG KEKANpOVO"NKE thy A€xpav Neeudv,... (ed. Fatouros, 636) 


Theodore reprimands the disciples who change places (uetoBactav) or buy land. 
Moreover, he places them in the same category with those who buy slaves or womanize 
(oval t yuvaraCovt). A few lines further on, Theodore excludes from holy communion 
any of his disciples who would not conform to his orders within a reasonable period of 
time (1.48-49). It is obvious that Nicetas’s movements were not in harmony with the 
Studite ideal. 

Finally, Nicetas by that time was actually a monazon wandering from place to place 
(another practice chastised by Theodore in letter 450) until he settled in the metochion he 
bought. If the two men were on bad terms, it would be reasonable for Theodore to 
address Nicetas by his title-in-fact, and not in the way he used to address him before. In 
any case, Nicetas was not the only person that fell from Theodore’s grace. 

Taking all these factors into account, I may suggest that the identification of Nicetas 
of Medicion with Nicetas monazon is possible. Accordingly, this identification would help 
to date letter 499 of Theodore of Studios between 821 or more precisely November of 
823 (see p. 196, note 50) and 3 April 824 (and not 826). It would also consolidate the 
hypothesis that the compilation of the florilegium of Nicetas of Medicion took place in 
the same period. Along the same line I would risk the suggestion that had it not been 
for Theodore’s timely warning, we might have had today a third source for the fragment 
of Hypatius of Ephesus, namely codex Vaticanus graecus 511. 


Dumbarton Oaks 


>! Fatouros, II, 636-37. 


